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This study compares the collection development policies of academic library special 
collections repositories and public library special collections repositories. Through a 
content analysis of a sample of collection development policies from each type of 
repository, the goal was to perform a statistical analysis to see if there are differences 
between the two types of repositories in how faithfully they adhere to best practices in the 
literature.  Although the results were not significant, there is still information to be gained 
from this study’s data about the creation and use of collection development policies. By 
these methods this paper seeks to contribute to the literature on the effective use of 
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Although there has been quite a bit written on the value and use of collection 
development policies within archives, special collections repositories, and manuscript 
collections, the literature shows that the application of these written policies is varied and 
imperfect. Existing literature also shows that the use of these written polices can help 
repositories greatly with accessioning, de-accessioning, and dealing with donors. This 
gap between potential benefits and actual use shows that there is work to be done. 
Existing studies on the use of collection development policies totally ignore 
public library special collections, so this study hopes to fill in that gap. By using a content 
analysis of a sample of collection development policies from public library special 
collections repositories and academic library special collections repositories to produce a 
dataset, this study uses statistical analysis to compare the adherence to best practices 
outlined in the literature in the written policies of both kinds of repositories. The results 
add to the literature on the use of collection development policies, and help public 






This literature review will define important concepts for this study, explore the 
development of the idea of archival appraisal, examine the importance of collections 
development policies, and finally outline the important aspects of a collections 
development policy. Much of the literature is intentionally broad and meant to apply to 
most kinds of archives or special collections libraries, including both academic and 
public. How special collections libraries adapt these concepts to their own policy 
statement is up to each individual institution, as “a collection development policy 
statement should address the breadth and depth of the collection’s focus” (Phillips, 1984, 
p. 37).  
What are Public Libraries, Academic Libraries, and Special Collections Libraries? 
 
 Since this study is focused on special collections within public libraries and 
academic libraries, defining those terms is a good place to start this literature review. 
Although these terms should be understood by most, by defining them clearly, it will be 
more obvious what is being compared later in this study.  
 A good definition of public libraries is given by the ALA as follows. 
A public library is established under state enabling laws or regulations to serve a 
community, district, or region, and provides at least the following: 
1. an organized collection of printed or other library materials, or a 
combination thereof; 
2. paid staff; 
3. an established schedule in which services of the staff are available to the 
public; 
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4. the facilities necessary to support such a collection, staff, and 
schedule, and 
5. is supported in whole or in part with public funds. (ALA, 2019, “What is a 
‘Library’?”) 
In this definition one sees that a public library is established by a local government for a 
local community. It is established to provide printed material and other resources to 
support the local community, and it is in turn supported by public funds from that 
community. The size of the community and the level of government establishing the 
library may both vary, but the important part is that a public library is established by 
community resources in order to provide a service for that community. 
 A good definition of an academic library is that they are libraries that “serve 
colleges and universities, their students, staff and faculty” (ALA, 2017a, para. 1). This is 
a simple definition, but one that is effective in its simplicity. Academic libraries are 
simply libraries attached to a college or university that serve that campus community. 
Like public libraries, they are established by a specific community in order to provide 
important resources and services to that community, only in the case of academic 
libraries the community is an academic one rather than a polity. 
 Special collections are departments or sections of other libraries that house 
“resources in a variety of formats that are distinctive and have intrinsic value to the 
institution,” and these resources “can include rare books, genealogy materials, archives, 
local history, theses, and books from local authors” (ALA, 2017b, para. 1). Because of 
the generally rare quality or other special attributes of these collections, libraries must 
generally “limit access, control the physical environment, or deny circulation” for these 
materials (ALA, 2017b, para. 1). The important qualities to note here are that generally 
special collections are composed of items that have some unique quality that limits their 
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ability to be circulated, and that those items have some special importance to the 
community that the library serves.  
This quality of being important to the community being served is key. For this 
reason small public library special collections will likely consist of a “local history 
collection based upon important figures or events related to their location or service area” 
while larger public libraries might house “a number of special collections, donated or 
purchased over time, which are of significant research value such as sheet music, 
historical children’s materials, and rare books, among others” (ALA, 2017b, para. 2). 
Larger public libraries have a larger pool of users with more varied interests and more 
resources to devote to those interests, while a small library might devote all of its 
resources to the most important and general concerns of their community. It is also for 
this reason that academic library special collections will “reflect the university/college 
mission and cultural history” and that these collections will “support the academic 
curriculum and research needs unique to the institution” (ALA, 2017b, para. 5). Just as a 
regular library is meant to meet the specific needs of its community, special collections 
are meant to do the same, only with materials that are more rare or unique. 
Development of the Concept of Appraisal 
         There would be no need for the creation or use of collections development 
policies within special collections repositories without the introduction of the concept of 
appraisal to archival theory and practice.  According to Luciana Duranti, “appraisal is the 
process of establishing the value of documents made or received in the course of the 
conduct of affairs, qualifying that value, and determining its duration” (Duranti, 1994, p. 
329). Appraisal is precisely the process that a collections development policy is meant to 
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assist with, which is why they are sometimes called appraisal policies. Despite 
appraisal being central to the practice of contemporary repositories, it was not always 
accepted as such. 
 When looking at the history of archival appraisal there are two names that come 
to the fore: Sir Hilary Jenkinson and Theodore R. Schellenberg. These were “the two 
leading archival theorists in the English-speaking world in the twentieth century” and 
they “held strikingly different opinions on the subject of the appraisal of archival 
records” (Tschan, 2002, p. 176). These two theorists are often “placed on opposite ends 
of the spectrum in terms of their theoretical views” (Tschan, 2002, p. 176).  Broadly, 
Jenkinson thought that appraisal destroyed the value and purpose of archives, while 
Schellenberg saw appraisal as necessary reality for archivists to face. 
 Jenkinson saw appraisal as a factor that would hurt the three characteristics of 
archives that are important to their functioning as repositories of history and of truth, and 
these characteristics are impartiality, authenticity, and naturalness (Duranti, 1994).  To 
Jenkinson, impartiality refers to archives being a record, undistorted by the action by 
archivists, of what the creators of archival materials were doing (Duranti, 1994). For him, 
authenticity comes from archives being a continuous record that can refer back to itself to 
prove that each document is what it says it is (Duranti, 1994). He saw naturalness as 
coming from the fact that archival documents “accumulate naturally, progressively, and 
continuously, like the sediments of geological stratification” (Duranti, 1994, p. 335).  The 
use of appraisal, which involves an archivist making decisions about what is important to 
keep, how long those items should be kept, and other actions that interfere with the 
impartiality, naturalness and the unbroken continuum of records, means that these 
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characteristics all at least need new definitions. Jenkinson viewed an archivist as 
a custodian of what was given to the repository, not as someone making decisions about 
what goes into the archive. One could say that, regarding Jenkinson’s idea of archives, 
“far from determined selection, a certain degree of chance is necessary for the creation of 
'proper' archives” (Tschan, 2002, p. 182). In this way, archives maintain their separation 
from the influence of archivist’s choices. 
 Schellenberg, on the other hand, “had no such misgivings about the archivist 
actively participating in the appraisal process” (Tschan, 2002, p. 186). Schellenberg 
observed that there was entirely too much material coming to repositories and that 
storage space would soon start to run out, and for this reason he “saw the archivist as an 
interventionist, selecting documents for preservation” (Tschan, 2002, p. 187). 
Schellenberg was much more pragmatic, and he was willing to sacrifice Jenkinson’s view 
of impartiality for the sake of keeping archives at a manageable size.  
 Because of the introduction of selection and appraisal into the process by 
Schellenberg, there needed to be some criteria for archivists to make these decisions. 
Schellenberg’s idea was “that archives were kept primarily for reasons unrelated to their 
creator’s interests, primarily for their informational and evidential values in fulfilling 
potential research needs” (Tschan, 2002, pp. 186-187). For this reason, Schellenberg said 
that this informational and research value should guide the appraisal decisions of an 
archivist. More recent theorists such as Hans Booms, Hugh Taylor, and Terry Cook have 
argued for “a shift away from content and towards context” (Tschan, 2002, p. 188). This 
means that when archivists are making appraisal decisions, they should take into account 
the societal context surrounding the material in question and not just the informational 
  8 
content. Despite all of the theorization that has followed there have been no 
definitive answers, and “the questions they raised still dominate the discussion on 
archival appraisal and, despite dissenting opinion, both continue to provide relevant 
contributions to that debate” (Tschan, 2002, p. 195). 
Importance of Collection Development Policies 
Most archival theorists agree that there are more materials coming to repositories 
than ever, there are more varied types of materials coming to repositories, and that it is 
becoming increasingly complex to sort through what is necessary to preserve (Reed-
Scott, 1984; Samuels, 1986; Edelman, 1987; Ericson, 1991; Cox, 2002; Cook, 2011). 
While it is hard to get a precise number, “the usual estimate is that between 1 and 5 
percent of all institutional records created will survive as archives” (Cook, 2011, p. 174). 
This means that archivists are involved in appraisal work, and it also means that they 
need some way to make sure that they are making the correct, or at least the most 
informed, decisions possible. 
This is where collection development policies come in. To offer a simple 
definition, “a collecting/acquisition policy is a written statement prepared by a specific 
repository to define the scope of its collection and to specify the subjects and formats of 
materials to be collected (Samuels, 1986, pp. 114-115). These are written policies that 
explicitly state the goals and specific collecting interests of a repository. At the most 
basic level, written policies help because “by defining the inclusion or exclusion of 
materials, they sharpen the focus of the collecting strategy and concentrate accessions in 
a clearly defined area” (Reed-Scott, 1984, p.24). This helps archivists working for a 
  9 
repository with a collection development policy know what materials are 
important to accession, and what materials are not. 
Another benefit of collection development policies, which has less to do with 
informing archivists, is that they can help inform those who do not work for repositories. 
These kinds of written policies can be useful “as a brief introduction for laypersons and 
potential donors” (Ericson, 1991, p. 73). Written policies can help people who do not 
work for an archive understand what they might find at a specific repository, and perhaps 
more importantly, what that repository is interested in collecting. Having what a 
repository is interested in collecting in writing is so important because it can “provide a 
documented rationale for rejecting gifts that are outside of the overall collecting scope 
(Reed-Scott, 1984, p. 25). Being able to point to something in writing that explains why a 
gift cannot be accepted can help make sure no feelings are hurt can ensure that the 
relationship with that donor remains on good terms. In a similar way, a written policy can 
help deal with administrators who do not understand why an archivist is making a 
particular decision, or with any other person who needs clarity about why an archivist is 
doing what they are doing. It is important to remember that “while there may never be a 
complete cure for powerfully insistent donors, woefully ignorant administrators, archival 
altruism, and serendipity. . .clearly defined collection development policies, particularly 
in written form, can help, especially with donors (Sauer, 2001, p. 324). There is no 
magical cure for ambiguity, but written collection development policies are a good step. 
Aspects of Collection Development Policies 
 
 The foundational paper on the creation of collection development policies from 
the perspective of archival theory is Faye Phillips’s 1984 paper titled “Developing 
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Collecting Policies for Manuscript Collections.” While her paper was not the 
first to address such concerns, “the model elaborated in Phillips's pioneering article 
emerged from over a decade of simultaneous and sometimes overlapping developments 
in professional thinking” (Marshall, 2002, p. 233). This paper synthesized the ideas 
floating around at the time into a coherent model, and it remains as the standard, with 
minor adjustments, for the creation of archival and special collections collection 
development policies. Phillips’s paper helpfully lays out everything to be included in a 
numbered list. 
I. Statement of purpose of the institution and/or collection. 
II. Types of programs supported by the collection 
A. Research 
B. Exhibits 
C. Outreach (community programs) 
D. Publications 
E. Other (specify) 
III. Clientele served by the collection 
A. Scholars 
B. Graduate students 
C. Undergraduates 
D. General public 
E. Other (specify) 
IV. Priorities and limitations of the collection 
A. Present identified strengths 
B. Present collecting level 
C. Present identified weaknesses 
D. Desired level of collecting to meet program needs 
E. Geographical areas collected 
F. Chronological periods collected 
G. Subject areas collected 
H. Languages, other than English, collected 
I. Forms of material, other than manuscripts, collected 
J. Exclusions 
Cooperative agreements affecting the collecting policy 
Statement of resource sharing policy 
Statement of deaccessioning policy 
Procedures affecting collecting policy and its expedition 
Procedure for monitoring development and reviewing collection development 
guidelines (Phillips, 1984, p. 39). 
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This list is fairly exhaustive, and there has been little added to it since it was written. 
 There is, however, one section that more contemporary theorists have added to the 
Phillips list, which is the area of digital collections. To the standard list, Barnard and 
Redwine wrote that each repository that deals with digital materials should include a 
section on digital materials that contains a statement on the following categories “file 
types, formats, and media collected”, “hardware collected and retained”, “materials 
created by someone else”, “uniqueness of materials collected”, and “plan for policy 
updates” (Barnard & Redwine, 2016, pp. 78-79). Although there have been articles 
published on this subject, “born-digital materials are often not thoroughly represented in 
collection development policies, even at repositories that actively collect such content” 
(Barnard & Redwine, 2016, p. 75). 
 There has not been much research regarding how well various repositories have 
implemented collection development policies, although there have been some. These 
studies have either focused on only academic library special collections or special 
collections repositories in general, never public library special collections specifically. 
One study conducted to assess the use of collection development policies by manuscript 
collections found that “no collection development policy or cooperative collecting 
understanding will totally eliminate the existence of out-of-scope collections, partial 
collections, or competition for collections”, however “the survey results clearly 
demonstrate the usefulness of written collection development policies” (Sauer, 2001, p. 
331). Despite these positive findings regarding the benefits of written policies, this study 
also found a “seeming resignation of some archivists that there is nothing to be done to 
change less-than-ideal collecting practices, and that the tools championed as ways to 
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address these issues are not worth the effort” (Sauer, 2001, p. 331). The author 
of another study, focused specifically on academic library archives, found that their 
“sample indicates that these documents are more likely to address issues of what 
programs collect, why they exist, and who their users are than to outline how the 
repositories will achieve their collecting goals” (Marshall, 2002, p. 252).  
 While there has been some research regarding the implementation of collections 
development policies in various repositories, there is still a serious lack of it. This lack is 
especially glaring regarding the collections development policies of public library special 
collections repositories. It is for this reason that the present study compares the adherence 
to best practices outlined in the literature of special collections repositories in academic 









The purpose of this study is to compare the collections development policies of 
special collections at academic libraries and special collections at public libraries to 
identify any key differences. In comparing these two kinds of special collections libraries 
I hoped to get at an answer to the following question: How do the collection development 
policies of academic library special collections and public library special collections 
differ? 
 I have already defined public library, academic library, and special collections in 
my literature review, but I think it is important to define what a collections development 
policy is for the purposes of this study. They can also be referred to as an appraisal 
policy, an accession policy, an acquisition policy, amongst many other terms. For this 
study we will define a collection development policy as “a tool that assists acquisitions 
personnel in working consistently toward defined goals, thus insuring stronger collections 
with wiser use of resources” that “should address the breadth and depth of the 






This paper uses a quantitative content analysis method, which can be defined as 
“an approach of empirical, methodological controlled analysis of texts within their 
context of communication, following content analytical rules and step by step models, 
without rash quantification” (Mayring, 2000). I used this method to examine the 
collection development policies of special collections repositories of both public libraries 
and academic libraries in order to compare and contrast their contents. This method 
provided with the appropriate data to compare the policies produced by the two kinds of 
libraries upon which this study is focused.  
Researcher	Role	
I am the only person involved in this study. This means that I am solely 
responsible for the data collection, data analysis, and discussion of the data. My current 
involvement with the topic is limited as I currently work for Wake County Public 
Libraries, but I work for one of that system’s popular lending branches rather than the 
special collections branch. I do have experience at an academic library special collections 
repository from my time working for Washington & Lee University’s Special Collections 
& Archives Department. I have also worked at the Rare Book School, which involved 
close collaboration with the University of Virginia’s Special Collections Library. I do not 
think that my work history or my current employment influenced my results in any way. 
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However, I do think that having worked for both public and academic libraries, 
I am in a position to understand the demands and needs of both. 
Sample	
The population I focused on in this study are university libraries and public 
libraries that have special collections repositories, departments, or branches and are in the 
United States of America. I selected 20 academic library special collections and 20 public 
library special collections that fit the needs of my study. The sampling unit that I pulled 
from this population were the collections development policies that libraries post on their 
websites. The data that I analyzed from each sampling unit were the sections included 
within each collection development policy. 
To collect my sample, I used a purposive convenience sampling method. Because 
I could not find a sampling frame that was suitable for my population, I instead sought 
out libraries that are more suitable to my purposes, meaning that they are reflective of a 
standard public or academic library and that they have a collection development policy 
published for public use. I used Google to search until I found enough repositories with 
collection development policies published online for both categories of library. 
Data	Collection	Methods	
Because I pursued a quantitative content analysis, I looked at the manifest content 
within these collection development policies, which is content that “exists 
unambiguously in the message” (Spurgin & Wildemuth, 2009, p. 298). By focusing on 
manifest content, I was able to look at each policy and see exactly how many of the 
suggested sections they each address. 
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Data	Analysis	Methods	
Because my sample consists of collections development policies from various 
special collections repositories, I did not have to do any cleaning. The policies are 
organized however the creators organized them, and the state in which they already exist 
is what I analyzed for completeness and effectiveness based on my reading of literature 
on the creation of collection development policies. There is, however, the fact that the 
creators of these policies did not always use the same terminology for the various 
sections of their policies as what is used in the literature, so while I did not clean the data 
to make these terms match up, I did recognize that, for example, a section called “mission 
statement” will likely contain the same information as one called “statement of purpose.” 
 To analyze my data, I used a coding guide created by a previous SILS student for 
their 2010 masters paper titled “Archival Collection Development Policies: A Study of 
their Content and Collaborative Aims.” This helpful guide was created by taking 
important elements of a collection development policy outlined in Philips’s 1984 article, 
titled “Developing Collecting Policies for Manuscript Collections,” and synthesizing it 
into one table. I added a section to include a statement on digital collections, but 
otherwise, this coding guide is very complete. In total, this guide offered each repository 
a total of 27 points, with 1 point being awarded for each aspect of the coding guide 
incorporated into the collection development policy. To see the full coding guide, see 
appendix A.  
 To make use of this guide, I went through each collection development policy and 
gave a point for each section mentioned in the guide that they include. Once I collected 
this information from all of the repositories in my sample, I ran basic statistical tests to 
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see how well both types of repository conformed to the literature, and to see 





Because I only selected repositories with collection development policies posted 
online, I was able to pull data from all 40 repositories in my sample. What I found from 
the data I collected was that there was no statistical significance between the two kinds of 
special collections repositories that made up my sample, t(40) = .81, p = .41, despite 
academic library repositories (M = 11.05, SD = 4.64) achieving higher scores than public 
library repositories (M = 10, SD = 3.19).  
As the SD values for both halves of my sample show, there was significant range 
in the scores for both academic and public library repositories. The highest scoring 
academic repository had a score of 20 out of a potential 27, while the lowest had a score 
of 1. Although public library repositories had a lower score on average, the highest 
scoring repository from that group had a score of 21, while the 4 lowest scoring public 
repositories each had a score of 7. Academic library repositories clearly had the lowest 
single score, but public library repositories were consistently lower. 
A portion of the coding guide that academic library repositories scored higher on 
than public library repositories was the second portion, which had to do with types of 
programs supported by the repository including outreach, exhibitions, and other 
programs. Each repository had the potential to earn 5 points total from this portion. In 
total, the 20 academic library repositories earned 42 points for this portion, while public 
libraries earned 26 points. 
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Figure 1. Types of Programs Indicators by Library Type. 
 
Another portion where academic library repositories scored higher than public 
library repositories was the priorities and limitations portion, which dealt with things like 
strengths, weaknesses, forms collected, forms not collected, among other details. This 
section was worth a total of 10 points per repository. The 20 academic library repositories 
scored a total of 119 points, while public library repositories scored a total of 92 points. 
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The weakest portion of the coding guide by far for both kinds of 
repository was the section on digital materials at the end.  There were 5 possible points 
for each repository to earn for this section. The 20 academic library repositories scored a 
total of 8 points combined, and the 20 public library repositories scored a total of 10 
points combined. This is not because of a lack of digital materials in these repositories. 
Most repositories mentioned having digital materials, but that was as specific as they got. 
An effective digital materials section of a collections development policy requires 
specificity. 
Figure 3. Digital Materials Indicators by Library Type. 
 
Indicators for miscellaneous criteria not covered in any section already discussed 
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Discussion and Limitations 
 Although my results were not significant, there is still information to be gained 
from those results. This is likely because my sample was just not large enough to discern 
any real differences. However, I will discuss what I believe my data suggests, and I will 
discuss how further research might more adequately address my research question. 
One thing that really hurt my data were the two academic library repositories that 
were outliers from the rest of the data. One of them received 1 out of a potential 27 points 
and the other received a 3. With those out of my dataset, the results become almost 
significant, t(38) = 1.81, p = .07, with academic special collections scoring higher (M = 
12.06) than public library special collections (M = 10.0). The fact remains that they are 
part of the data, but with a larger sample, their effects would have less influence on the 
statistical significance. 
I do believe that with a larger dataset, the gap between academic and public 
library repositories would widen. This is because through my data collection I began to 
see qualitative differences between their respective collection development policies. 
Something that I noticed that my quantitative data could not reflect is that academic 
library repositories frequently use the specific language of the Phillips paper from which 
my instrument mostly derives, while public library repositories have their own standard 
that usually only partially deals with the categories of the Phillips paper.  It was rare for 
public libraries to have a collection development policy specifically for their special 
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collections, rather, they would have a smaller section within their larger policy 
to deal with those materials.  While this pattern was clearly not true for all repositories, 
and some public library repository policies were much stronger than some of the 
academic policies, it seems likely that this pattern would bear out with more data. 
There was a difference that I noticed between many of the collection development 
policies of these two types of repositories that stood out as important to me.  Frequently, 
it was clear that academic repositories in my sample are actively collecting. Usually this 
is expressed in a section describing the desired collecting level for each of their 
collections. It was also a frequent occurrence for public library policies in my sample to 
state explicitly that they are not actively collecting. These public libraries usually have a 
local history collection that they add to sporadically if something is donated, but they are 
not looking to buy or otherwise actively seek out materials to add to their collection.  
This difference in orientation towards collecting between the two types of 
repositories seems to get at the difference between the typical academic library special 
collections repository and the typical public library special collections repository. Special 
collections in an academic setting seem to usually be actively collecting, while special 
collections in a public library setting seem to have much less emphasis on collecting. 
This would explain why public libraries usually just have a section in their larger policy 
to say what kinds of materials they own, while academic library repositories who are 
actively collecting need to think more carefully and more specifically about what they 
want to collect. 
Another issue with my study other than the sample size was that I only pursued a 
quantitative method of analysis, and there is an aspect of this research that could be 
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helped by qualitative methods. It became clear during the course of my coding 
that while two sections in two different collection development policies might satisfy the 
same criteria on my coding guide, one of them might have significantly more detail and 
be a better section of a policy in general. Because my data was binary—either a section 





Because of the small and purposively selected sample in this study, these results 
should not be generalized beyond these 40 libraries. The limits of my study were hard to 
avoid because of the nature of a master’s paper. However, there are some suggestive 
trends that are ripe for further research. 
A study similar to the one I conducted but with a larger sample would be a good 
place to start. Increasing the size of total repositories from 40 to 80, meaning 40 of each 
kind of repository, would make a big difference. This would ideally emphasize the 
relationships that seemed to be hinted at through my data and observations.  
 Another way to add value to this research is to pursue a qualitative method of 
analysis. There were plenty of things I noticed while coding my data that I could not 
represent anywhere in my coding guide. Collection development policies differ so much 
not only in what sections are included, but also in the amount of details provided in each 
section. Qualitative analysis could really help to outline what these differences can look 
like.    
The takeaway from this research for special collections repositories is that very 
few collection development policies stick fully to the best practices recommended in the 
literature. Those that do stick mostly to the best practices often do not include a section 
specifying how often the repository with update its policy.  Collections change, and it is 
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important to keep policies updated and in line with best practices so that they 





ALA (2017a, June 01). Academic Libraries. Retrieved September 30, 2020, from 
http://www.ala.org/educationcareers/libcareers/type/academic 
ALA (2017b, December 29). Special Collections. Retrieved September 30, 2020, from 
http://www.ala.org/tools/challengesupport/selectionpolicytoolkit/special 
ALA (2019, March 18). Definition of a Library: General Definition. Retrieved September 
30, 2020, from https://libguides.ala.org/library-definition/general 
Barnard, M., & Redwine, G. (2016). Collecting Digital Manuscripts and Archives. In 
963277415 749050487 M. Shallcross & 963277416 749050487 C. J. Prom 
(Authors), Appraisal and Acquisition Strategies (pp. 69-116). Chicago: Society of 
American Archivists. 
Cook, T. (2011). ‘We Are What We Keep; We Keep What We Are’: Archival Appraisal 
Past, Present and Future. Journal of the Society of Archivists, 32(2), 173-189. 
doi:10.1080/00379816.2011.619688 
Cox, R. J. (2002). The end of collecting: Towards a new purpose for archival appraisal. 
Archival Science, 2(3-4), 287-309. doi:10.1007/bf02435626 
Duranti, L. (1994). The Concept of Appraisal and Archival Theory. The American 
Archivist, 57(2), 328-344. doi:10.17723/aarc.57.2.pu548273j5j1p816 
  28 
Endelman, J. (1987). Looking Backward to Plan for the Future: Collection 
Analysis for Manuscript Repositories. The American Archivist, 50(3), 340-355. 
doi:10.17723/aarc.50.3.m24760mh124r6u3w 
Ericson, T. L. (1991). At the "Rim of Creative Dissatisfaction”: Archivists and 
Acquisition Development. Archivaria, 33. Retrieved from 
https://archivaria.ca/index.php/archivaria/article/view/11799 
Marshall, J. (2002). Toward Common Content: An Analysis of Online College and 
University Collecting Policies. The American Archivist, 65(2), 231-256. 
doi:10.17723/aarc.65.2.d14g7x2615270j61 
Mayring, Philipp (2000). Qualitative Content Analysis. Forum Qualitative 
Sozialforschung / Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 1(2), Art. 20, http://nbn-
resolving.de/urn:nbn:de:0114-fqs0002204. 
Phillips, F. (1984). Developing Collecting Policies for Manuscript Collections. The 
American Archivist, 47(1), 30-42. doi:10.17723/aarc.47.1.x07k74g7331762q2 
Reed-Scott, J. (1984). Collection Management Strategies for Archivists. The American 
Archivist, 47(1), 23-29. doi:10.17723/aarc.47.1.wt6721l537810j13 
Samuels, H. (1986). Who Controls the Past. The American Archivist, 49(2), 109-124. 
doi:10.17723/aarc.49.2.t76m2130txw40746 
Sauer, C. (2001). Doing the Best We Can? The Use of Collection Development Policies 
and Cooperative Collecting Activities at Manuscript Repositories. The American 
Archivist, 64(2), 308-349. doi:10.17723/aarc.64.2.gj6771215231xm37 
Spurgin, K. M., & Wildemuth, B. M. (2009). Content Analysis. In 956093389 
744674742 B. M. Wildemuth (Author), Applications of social research methods to 
  29 
questions in information and library science (p. 298). Westport, CT: 
Libraries Unlimited. 
Tschan, R. (2002). A Comparison of Jenkinson and Schellenberg on Appraisal. The 
American Archivist, 65(2), 176-195. doi:10.17723/aarc.65.2.920w65g3217706l1 
Wink, T. (2010). Archival Collection Development Policies: A Study of their Content and 
Collaborative Aims. Unpublished master’s thesis, University of North Carolina at 




Appendix A. Coding Guide 
Collection development policies, according to Phillips should include the following 
categories and subcategories: 
Statement of purpose of the institution and/or collection:  
The Statement of Purpose defines the mission of the organization, the reason it was 
established. It should agree with the state purpose of the parent organization or 
institution. This section should identify the planned programs of the institution that 
collections will support. 
Types of programs supported by the collection:  
This section should define the programs the organization will support, including 
research, exhibits, outreach, publications, and other. These programs are closely related 
to the clientele supported by the collection. 
Research: The level of research supported by the collections should be identified in the 
collection development policy. The extent of available research material should also be 
identified. 
Exhibits: Organizations should identify that exhibits will be part of their organization 
and that the collecting priorities of the institution will be dependent on this goal. It is 
important to note that exhibits are available for patrons and donors. 
Outreach: Outreach includes community programs aimed at bringing patrons into the 
archive and using the materials; outreach is a way of advertising the collections. Again, 
patrons and donors need to be aware that the collections will be part of outreach 
programs. 
Publications: The types of publications that will be part of the organization should be 
identified and how the collections can be used or will be used in publications is 
important as well. In addition, legal implications of publications should be identified. 
Other: Other activities should also be identified, such as grants. 
Clientele served by the collection:  
Programs should be geared to the intended audience or clientele of the organization. 
The identified clientele can include scholars, graduate students, undergraduate 
students, and the general public. The types of users that fall into each group should be 
identified. The repository should also identify which researchers will not be permitted 
to use the materials. 
Priorities and limitations of the collection:  
The priorities and limitations of the collection should be identified by several 
subcategories: present strengths, present collecting level, present weaknesses, desired 
collecting level, geographical areas, chronological periods, subject areas, languages, 
forms, and exclusions. 
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Present Strengths: Where are the present strengths of the collection? 7 What are the 
advantages of the current collection? Should indicate the quantity of certain subject 
fields and areas. 
Present Collecting Level: Are the current collections being collected exhaustively or 
comprehensively or minimally? What is currently being collected and how extensively 
is this occurring?  
Present Weaknesses: Much like the present strengths of the collection it is important to 
identify where the collection is weakest.  
Desired Collecting Level: What is the desired collection level that will meet the needs 
of the institution? How exhaustively do the collections need to be collected? 
Geographical Areas: Is the collection only limited to a specific location area? 
Chronological Periods: Is there a specific time period in the collections’ focus? What 
are those time periods? 
Subject Areas: The thematic focus or scope of the collection 
Languages: This area should identify the different languages collected. 
Forms: Identify the format that will be collected and those that will not, such as 
manuscript material or audio-visual material. 
Exclusions: What will not be collected by the institution? Things that will not be 
actively collected or accepted should be identified. 
Cooperative agreements:  
Cooperative agreements should identify where overlap with other institutions might 
occur and potential solutions for this overlap. Can include an agreement to work with 
other institutions when multiple organizations are interested in the same materials or 
agreeing to recommend other repositories when items do not fit. 
Statement of resource sharing policy:  
Programs to share materials should be identified in the collection development policies. 
These programs benefit users who cannot travel to the repositories to use the materials. 
Can include duplication of resources through photo-copies or microfilming.  
Statement of deaccessioning policy:  
Should identify methods for deaccessioning or removing materials from the collection. 
These policies should adhere to mission statements and gift agreements. 
Procedures affecting collecting policy:  
These procedures explain what the staff can and cannot do with materials, such as 
photocopy. These are guidelines for following the policy. 
Procedures for monitoring the collection policy:  
A plan to monitor the collection policy should be included in the written policy. The 
policy should be periodically reviewed and reworked.  
If a repository deals with digital materials, their policy should include a section on 
digital materials that contains a statement on the following categories: 
 
File types, formats, and media collected. 
Hardware collected and retained. 
Materials created by someone else. 
Uniqueness of materials collected. 
Plan for policy updates. 
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